The paper investigates the general validity of an economy requirement that precludes redundant affixation in inflection. This requirement is known as "Non-Redundancy" in Minimalist Morphology (Wunderlich & Fabri 1996), the framework used here, but also has equivalents in other current approaches to inflection. In various case studies from different languages I inspect constructions that involve several occurrences of an inflectional affix within a word-form -informally referred to as "affix repetition" -and therefore apparently give rise to violations of Non-Redundancy. I argue that each token of these affixes is informative in the strict sense of positive feature specification: either, two homophonous affixes cooccurring in the same word have in fact different formal specifications (Chichewa, Icelandic, Avar), or affix repetition results from languagespecific interactions of word formation and inflection (Breton, Archi). The most extensive part is concerned with the phenomenon of pre-prefixed adjectives of Chichewa, where the two affix tokens involved belong to different sets of prefixes. I show that the outer qualifying prefixes derive the category of adjectives and therefore provide information not contained in the inner affixation.
Introduction 1
This article discusses phenomena of inflectional morphology that are, at first sight, predicted not to be found in any language by current approaches to free of redundancy 2 , we here face a type of redundancy that a theory of inflection should account for.
For the purpose of this article, it is not necessary to go into the details of each formulation. Rather, from now on I will refer to the principle of NonRedundancy, as it is assumed in Minimalist Morphology, the theoretical background chosen here. One of the tenets of Minimalist Morphology is that inflectional morphology is affix-driven and describes the composition of base entries and affixes in the concrete sense of segmental material. The morphological information associated with a complex inflected word form is seen as the result the contribution of each single affixation. Consequently, an affix is described as a lexical entry, hence a pair of a phonological form and its meaning, the latter being characterised in terms of binary feature specifications. That is, distinct perceivable forms are conceived of as being logically prior to the distinctions they express. Minimalist Morphology thus diverges from the view of inflectional affixes as the phonological spell out of Word Formation Rules as in Andersons (1992) A-Morphous Morphology, or of fully specified abstract morphemes as assumed in Distributed Morphology (Halle & Marantz 1993) , or any other realisational theory, according to which the occurrence of affixes are determined by morphosyntactic features, such as Paradigm Function Theory (Stump 1991 (Stump , 1993a ). One of the major arguments for the lexicalist position Minimalist Morphology advocates comes from syncretism according to natural classes, which is found in virtually every complex inflectional system. The conception of affixes äs lexical items enables a straightforward treatment in terms of entries that are underspecified with respect to a certain feature; for example, [-2] in the case of an affix for 1st and 3rd person (for some detailed analyses, as well as criticism of other approaches, see Wunderlich 1996a&'b) . A realisational theory of inflection cannot equally naturally account for such syncretism with its basic inventory: the underlying abstract specifications have to be adjusted (most explicitly by so-called "Impoverishment"; see Halle & Marantz 1993 , Noyer 1997 , because reference must be made to the actual morphological inventory of the language.
Under the assumptiort of Minimalist Morphology, then, that inflection is incremental in the sense of succesively adding morphosyntactic specifications, and that affixes are allowed to combine with the stems that meet their selectional requirements, a wellformedness condition becomes necessary that excludes pverapplicatiom of the type *blend-ed-ed. Precisely this is the function of the Non-Redundancy principle.
If we confront Non-Redundancy with data from various languages, we find multiple occurrences of an affix within one and the same word in quite a few » ' ' " ill V Affix Repetition and Non-Redundancy in Inflectional Morphology 79 languages. For illustration see the following examples (all of which will be discussed extensively in the course of the paper) from unrelated languages:
(1) Nyanja/Chichewa (Bantu): a. ma-kasu a-a-kulu b. pa-sukulu pa-pa-kulu 6-hoe 6-6-large 16-school 16-16-large 'large hoes' 'at a large school"
In both (la) and (b) the adjective kulu ,large' has two identical noun class markers, namely a-a-and pa-pa-·, respectively.
(2) Breton:
bag-ou-ig-ou
boat-PL-DIM-PL "boats'
In Breton, the plural marker -ου appears twice in the diminutive plural form of the noun, before and after a diminutive suffix is added. Or consider Avar, a language from the Caucasus:
Avar: b-atara-b mesed m-found-m gold(m) 'the gold that has been found' *' Here the participle shows both an agreement prefix and an agreement suffix which are specified for the noun-class of the head noun. In these three examples, inflectional affixation looks redundant in so far as identical information seems to be overtly marked more than once on one and the same word. I shall use the term affix repetition to refer to these multiple occurrences of an affix. This term is meant to be purely informal and neutral with respect to Non-Redundancy; investigating the status of these examples with respect to the principle is the major purpose of this article.
I will argue that at a closer look, the apparent counterexamples to Non-Redundancy perfectly respect this principle rather than violating it. More specifically, I will have to show that the several occurrences of an affix in one word each have a different function. Thus Non-Redundancy can be maintained in its strictest version, i.e. without any modification. A further result of the analyses proposed for the various cases of the affix repetition is that all the word forms can be explained within the core grammar of the language in question.
The article is organised as follows: in section 2, two examples of diachronically unstable affix repetition are briefly discussed. As a detailed case study, section 3 provides an account of the phenomenon of adjective pre-prefixation in the Bantu language Chichewa in terms of a derivational analysis. A couple of other cases of repetition from Breton, Berber and from two Caucasian languages are analysed in section 4, next to Icelandic noun inflection. Section 5 sums up the major results of the paper.
Affix repetition as an intermediate stage in the externalisation of case
For the type of affix repetition discussed ψ this section, the multiple occurrence of an affix can be explained as a transitional stage in language change, which is unstable in the course of language development. The pattern is described and motivated in detail in Haspelmath (1993) , to which the reader is referred for more details. I would like to illustrate the concept of externalisation in this section with two examples.
First, consider the Georgian indefinite pronoun rame anything. As Haspelmath (1993: 280) notes, "the indefinite pronoun rame is derived from the interrogative ra by means of the indefiniteness marker -me" Inflected forms of this pronoun occasionally exhibit two identical case suffixes: Although the root ra is already case marked, the resulting form is case marked again when the indefinite marker is attached. In order to analyse these forms and their status with respect to-NonRedundancy, it is important to note that (4) represents an intermediate pattern in an ongoing change. Haspelmath calls forms like these hybrid forms, as they represent an unstable pattern in a reanalysis from one systematic word structure to another.
Thus, in Georgian, according to Haspelmath, there is a still ongoing change with three patterns coexisting in the language, where the course of language development proceeds as in (5), Whereas in the oldest forms the indefinite marker is attached to a case-inflected interrogative, the modern forms consist of a complex stem which gets inflected as a whole. The motivation of the change, then, is the shift of the case suffix from an internal to an external position with respect to the indefiniteness marker -me:
a. ra-s-me > ra-s*me^s > ra-me^s *(to) what-ever, anything (DAT) ' b. ra-d-me > ra-d-me-d> ra-me,-d '(for) what-ever, any thing (ADV)'
As a second example of externalisation, Pre-Classical Latin can be mentioned. In this period the emphatic pronoun ipse (masc), ipsa (fern) ipsum (neut) self of Classical Latin was being derived out of the demonstrative is, ea, id by a Again, an inflectional suffix is repeated after a postfix is added to an inflected pronoun (note that case and number are fused). The diachronic development perfectly corresponds to that of Georgian:
with the resulting stem ips-< *is-pse)
Note that this type of affix repetition does not only involve inflectional affixes. Rather, what the examples from Georgian and Latin show is that inflectional categories tend to be externalised if they happen to be closer to the stem than a non-inflectional element. As Haspelmath notes, this strategy is common when particles or interrogative, demonstrative or reflexive pronouns are suffixed. So where a morphologically inappropriate order with composition being preceded by inflection comes about as a result of grammaticalisation, copying an inflectional category like case from the position next to the stem to the external position can be a means to eventually re-establish an unmarked linear order. In other words, repetition of an inflectional affix can be due to inflection interacting with word formation. Such an interaction necessarily involves a domain for which Non-Redundancy is not relevant, the latter being a principle only for pure inflection; this issue will be dealt with more extensively in section 4. In sum, the affix repetition forms of Georgian and Latin are only unstable intermediate forms. They are only rarely attested, and it is important to note that the forms with only one occurrence of the affix are preferred in any stage. Accordingly, this type of repetition must be seen as marginal, in the sense that it cannot be attributed to the core grammar of the language. The peripheral status of these forms confirms the Non-Redundancy principle rather than challenging it: the option of realising the inflectional suffix twice is abandoned before it is established as the systematic inflectional strategy for complex stems. Moreover, in these cases we are not dealing with sequences of only inflectional suffixes; rather, word formation is crucially involved.
In the remainder of the paper, I will look exclusively at stable examples of affix repetition and try to show that Non-Redundancy is nevertheless respected in each case. In the following two sections, I want to show that an additional occurrence of an inflectional affix either has a feature specification of its own or differs in function from the first token.
Adjectival pre-prefixes in Chichewa
One particular kind of affix repetition concerns adjective agreement in some Bantu languages, where two prefixes sometimes look the same, but are different in function. As this is not immediately evident, and in fact has not been noted in the recent literature, most notably in Stump's (1993b) analysis, a more detailed discussion is in order.
The problem
It is a well-known fact of the Bantu languages that the gender class of the head of a noun phrase is marked by prefixes on various agreement targets and on the noun itself. By convention, the various classes are referred to by numbers. For example, 4 Γ stands for singular animate, and *2' for 'plural animate'; within the Bantu family, of course, there is some variation as to the amount of classes and their semantic correlates (if any). In Nyanja and its variant from Malawi, called Chichewa 3 , there are adjectives that have two phonologically identical prefixes (Stump 1993b: 175 at a large school' (8) illustrates an adjective in combination with, four nouns of different class specification each. Generally speaking, all adjectives in Chichewa show agreement with the head noun by means of a prefix called qualifying in the 3 On the internal classification of the Nyanja language see Watkins (1937:5-7) . As there are more data available from Cldchewa, I refer to this dialect. The varieties do not differ with respect to the issues discussed here. Most examples of this section are taken from Watkins (1937) . As far as numbering conventions for noun classes are concerned, I follow Stump (1993b) and Bresnan & Mchoinbo (1995) , who differ but marginally from each other.
4 Here, and similarly in c) below, the inflected noun is prefixed with the augmentative prefix ka-, which changes the class the noun is inherently assigned to (in this case, class 9) into class 12. It is always the derived class for diminutives or augmentatives, 12 and 13 respectively j that is respected in agreement, as can be seen from the adjective prefixes. The status of the feature changing evaluative affixes as derivational rather than inflectional will be relevant in this and the following sectioa.
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Africanist tradition. One major type of adjectives, called Type B (Stump) or 'type two' (Watkins 1937) , exemplified here by -kulu large, big', has another agreement prefix, called 'concordial' prefix, which is closer to the stem (for type A, which bears only one prefix, see 3.4 below). Both prefixes invariantly specify the same noun class. The 'concordial' prefixes are the ones of the more familiar kind in the Bantu languages. They are also used with cardinal numerals, relative pronouns, and as subject and object agreement markers on the verb. The noun itself is class-marked with a prefix from a different, though similar, set; hence the traditional term 'alliterative concord'.
With the basic information given so far, the question is why there are two adjacent identical prefixes on the adjective. The first thing to notice is that only in . four out of (roughly) sixteen classes are the 'qualifying' and the 'concordial' prefixes phonologically identical; for the remaining classes the two sets have ' distinct forms, as is shown by the examples in (9) (taken from Stump 1993b: 175 f):
i: (9) a. mi-sika ya-i-kulu 4-market 4-4-large 'large markets' c. ti-n-khuku ta-ti-kulu 13-10-chicken 13-13-large 'large chickens'
9-house 9-9-large 'a large house' ·-' In (10), the three different sets of agreement prefixes are listed in detail (Stump \ 1993b:174) :
(10) Chichewa/Nyanja noun classes class 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 12 13 14 16 17 18 prefixes: 'class' mu a mu mi (li) ma ci zi (n) (n) ka ti u pa ku mu 'qualifying* wa a wa ya la a ca za ya za ja ta wa oa kwamwa 4 concordiaF a a u i li a ci zi i zi ka ti u pa ku mu
With respect to the issue of Non-Redundancy it is clear from the phonological differences for most classes that the two prefixes found on adjectives belong to different sets, and therefore we do not deal with true repetition of identical prefixes. However, as far as their contents is concerned, regardless of whether the prefixes are phonologically identical or not, we still seem to face the problem of Non-Redundancy because both prefixes mark the same gender class, hence their specifications do not seem to be any different from each other. This is indeed the view taken by Stump (1993b) , whose concern is to explicitly ensure that both prefixes occur while assuming identical specifications: "When prefix l and prefix 2 have the same Feature content (as in the Nyanja adjectives [...] ), what is it that guarantees the presence of prefix 2 ?" (p. 177); "even though either prefiXj or prcfix 2 would, by itself, suffice to determine the morphosyntactic feature content of forms such as zazikula and wamkuku, the presence of both prefixes is guaranteed [...]" (p. 200) . This is achieved by two rules, ordered with respect to each other in terms of a default case, where the rules merely restate the facts, referring to the descriptional concepts 'Type A\ Type B', ft quaF and 'cone' (p. 199) .
Although Stump's analysis correctly renders the facts, it is purely technical for at least three reasons: (i) it gives no linguistic taotivation why there have to be two prefixes with type B adjectives -in other words, it does not deal with the redundancy problem, (ii) it makes no attempt of a non-arbitrary classification of Type A and B adjectives, and (iii) it does not provide a clue of what the functional difference between 'qualifying' and e concordiaF prefixes might be. Under a theoretical perspective like the one taken here, repetition of the same feature content cannot be licensed, but is rather banned from inflectional morphology altogether. So a different account for pre^prefixation has to be given which improves on the three problems inherent to Stump's analysis.
Qualifying prefixes as deriving adjectives
In the following, I will argue that in Nyanja/Chichewa (and in some other Bantu languages as well) it is the use of a stem as an adjective that is overtly marked by the qualifying prefixes. As already mentioned, 'qualifying* arid 'concordiaT prefixes can also occur independently of each other, as they select different categories (data from Watkins 1937 and Bresnan & Mchombo 1995 Agreement information on verbs, on the relative marker -mene and on cardinal lumbers is marked by 'concordial' prefixes, whereas agreement on adjectives, on possessive pronouns and on ordinal numbers (derived from cardinals by the prefix tci-) is marked by 'qualifying' prefixes. We now have to identify the exact status of the two prefix sets.
As far as the 'concordial' prefixes are concerned, it is uncontroversial to assume that specifying agreement is their only function, both in their uses noun phrase internally, as on cardinal numbers, and NP-externally, i. e. on verbs. This is noted in the following entries: The output of the prefix is given to the left of the slash; *CP stands for noun class. For example, the output < CL 3 > for the prefix u-states that any category being in an agreement relation with a word containing the prefix must be compatible, in the sense of feature unification, with this specification. (The agreement specification is, somewhat redundantly, also expressed here at the binder of the individual variable of the semantic formula, for which see below.) In order to account for the fact that these prefixes next to their occurrences in pre-prefixed adjectives select exactly the categories as shown in (11), the input specification [+V] is proposed; see, however, subsection 3.5 for a refinement.
The remaining questions, then, concern the exact function of the 'qualifying' prefixes: (i) why are they found precisely on adjectives, possessives and ordinal numbers, and (ii) when both prefixes co-occur on adjectives, why is the 'qualifying' attached after the 'concordial' prefix rather than vice versa? In order to provide adequate answers, we have to take a closer look at the category of adjectives in Chichewa.
It is an important fact of the Bantu languages, as weit as of many other (also non-Niger-Congo) African languages, that the category of adjectives is not established to the extent of, for example, Indo-European languages (see Dixon 1982:4 f) . Often explicit morphological means are necessary in order to use the stem of a lexical category as a non-verbal predicate or as a nominal modifier. For example, in Ngamambo (Cameroon) attributive adjectives are derived from intransitive verbs by means of a suffix or vowel lengthening process (Siegel 1980: 152fi) ; another case study from Nweh (Grassfield Bantu) is offered in Nkemnji (1995) .
5 So Chichewa is not unusual in that genuine adjectives do not exist, in the sense that the base entry would be lexically specified for that category. Thus, unlike English, where, for example, small, nice, long clearly are genuine adjectives, none of the corresponding roots in Chichewa are fixed for the category adjective.
6 Rather, the potential base § for pre-prefixed adjectives are base entries from which various major categories can be derived by means of affixation, as in the following examples (after Watkins 1937: 110) . (13) 5 Similarly, in other languages adjectives are morphologically more complex in their attributive use. This confirms the view (against Croft 1991) that the predicative use of adjectives is the unmarked one in so far as the adjectives argument position is saturated by the subject, whereas in the attributive use some additional operation, such as theta role identification or argument extension, has to apply in order to build in the adjective as a modifier.
One such case is Kenya Luo, a Nilotic language; cf. Tucker (1994: 245 S) . Here the qualifying use is derived out of the predicative form by means of a so-called Relative Particle -ma, which I represent as in (ii 6 What does exist in the language, of course, are genuine nouns-and verbs (and also prepositions), i.e. roots which are specified for one of these lexical categories. 
The base forms in (13) each allow for the formation of three different major categories: nouns can be specified by simply prefixing class 14 marker u-to the root (Bresnan & Mchombo 1995:242 f) . The verbal suffixes, on the other hand, add information concerning aktionsart and argument structure, the resulting form is thus a verb. The infinitive (or gerund) prefix ku-yields a noun of class 15, a class otherwise restricted to abstract nouns (Watkins 1937: 43) . Thus, very much like class 14 nominalisations, the infinitive is a nominal form (also used as the citation form for verbs). Finite verbs have 'concordial' prefixes for subject and object agreement, and for tense and aspect, instead of ku-. These facts can be elegantly accounted for, as I will argue, by a derivational analysis, in the sense that roots are underspecified for their syntactic category, which gets fixed either by the prefix u-(yielding nouns), by suffixes such as -ka, -pa (verbs), or by a 'qualifying' prefix, which specifies the category features of adjectives. Thus, the 'qualifying' prefixes select an underspecified base and yield the syntactic category adjective.
Unlike nouns, which are simply available by prefixing u-to the root (or ku-9 in the case of infinitives, to the verbal stem derived by a suitable verbal suffix), Chichewa pro-prefixed adjectives have more affinity to the use of the root as a verb. (In 3.4 I will argue that this is due a difference in semantics between this type of adjectives and Type A, which exhibits only one prefix.) I therefore assume an underspecified 'verbal' stem for a root like -kali, expressed by the specification [ + V]. [ + Vj roots can either get specified as verbs by a verbal suffix, yielding [-*N,+V] (and can in turn be inflected by a concordial prefix or get nominalised by w-), or they are first combined with a concordial prefix (note that they match the input specification of (12)) and can then serve as the base for deriving an adjective, [+N, +VJ, by means of a qualifying prefix.
I thus analyse 'qualifying' prefixes as the morphological means of deriving adjectives in Chichewa, next to u-as the derivational prefix for nouns. This is stated more explicitly in the following representations: (14) underspecified root:
(15) nominating prefix: (14) is an example of a lexical root that is not fully specified in terms of syntactic features and that is a potential input for the prefixes in (12), (15) and (16). (15) characterises u-as adding the feature specification of nouns (hence the specification [+N, -V], according to widespread assumptions about major category features) and fixing class 14 as the inherent noun class. As there seem to be no restrictions as to which lexical roots may be nominalised, the input (to the right of the slash) contains no specification.
As for (1 6), the morphosyntactic component states that the prefix produces an adjective ([4-N, + V]) with information regarding the noun class it specifies. As with nominalisation, the input is empty rather than specified in terms of category features for reasons that will become clear (see subsection 3.4 and footnote 7 below). The semantic form combined with the argument structure, expressed by the lambda formula, makes sure that the prefix takes some one-place predicate (AP, to be saturated by the semantics of the root or stem from which the adjective is derived) and yields a one-place predicate. The binder of its individual variable, Ay, is associated with the agreement index <CL 8>, which is, somewhat redundantly, already specified in the morpho*syntactic output here. The semantic effect of the prefix thus does not concern the meaning but rather the composition: since it produces an adjectival modifier, some operation of argument identification has to take place for the combination of adjective and the modified noun. The modificational nature of adjectives is thus accounted for by assuming a complex predicate, λγ N(y) & P(y), made up of the conjunction of the predicate of a noun (λζ Ν(ζ)) and that of an adjective (like in (18)), both Ιψ predicating over one and the same individual, the referential argument of the * noun.
Let me illustrate the derivation with one example. (17) is the result of (12) applied to (14), which yields the inflected stem zi-kulu 'large' without a full categorial specification. k { f (17) stem with a concordial prefix: zi-kulu:
Now if (16) applies to (17), the category is fully specified as an adjective; see si <|18):
'qualifying' prefix applied to an inflected stem: ; f za-zi-kulu:
rhis analysis readily explains why the qualifying prefix is obligatory for tdjectives, that is why forms like za-zi-kulu and ka-ka-kulu are preferred over l zi-kulu and *ka-kulu: as the latter forms do not contain a full categorial pecification, they cannot be projected into the syntax. (The ungrammaticality efers, of course, only to *zi-kulu as a word form; as (17) shows, zi-kulu is >erfectiy grammatical as a stem, subject to further prefixation.) In subsection 3.4 it will also be motivated why za-zi-kulu is preferred over 'za-kulu, i.e. why the first prefixation is also obligatory although all its formation is subsumed by the second. Suffice it for the moment to give f^pre-prefixed adjectives like za-zi-kulu the intuitive interpretation "x has the *»-property of something that is large", rather than "x has the property of being large", i, e. reference is made to an individual with the quality in question rather than directly to the quality.
What appears to be typologically remarkable is that a derivational prefix also carries an agreement specification at the same time. That is, the adjectival marker is not an invariant segment, like in English -ous in glorious, luxurious. Rather, za, la, ka> wa etc. are fusions of an invariant derivational part, the vowel -a, and a consonantal onset expressing agreement with the head noun, the latter being responsible for the different shapes for each class.
8
Note that the proposed conflation of derivational and inflectional information in the qualifying prefixes is in full harmony with the treatment of other class prefixes in the literature an Bantu (see Bresnan & Mchombo 1995: 183f and references there) . From a theoretical point of view, it is problematic only for those conceptions of morphology that locate derivation and inflection in different modules of the grammar: the former in a lexical or pre-syntactic component, and the latter in the (post-)syntactic component. This is assumed, among others, by Perlmutter (1988) ('split morphology*), Anderson (1992) , Halle & Marantz (1993 ), and Noyer (1992 /1997 ; for criticism, see Booij (1998: 21-25) . Under the lexicalist view taken here, however, the difference of derivation and inflection is still maintained, yet is not noted in terms of different components of the grammar, but rather in terms of the principles they are subject to. In particular, inflection observes strict monotonicity, whereas derivation has the potential of overriding features (see section 4.1).
9
With the analysis developed so far, two objections might arise: first, as far as the issue of redundant information is concerned, it is evident that the 'qualifying' prefix repeats some information that is already present in the form it attaches to, namely the noun clas£ specification. So is Non-Redundancy obeyed, or is it still violated? Formally speaking, the definition of the principle given at the 8 This reflects the traditional description of these prefixes as combinations of a concordial prefix plus 'attnbutivizing' a. The faction of the latter is also manifest in a non-bound variant of the prefix, the 'associative märker' za, lä^ ka etc., which connects a possessor phrase to a head noun while showing agreement with it. (The common function of both the prefix and thefree variant, viz. combining a noun with an attribute, can be best accounted for by the feature analysis given in 3,5 below.) In a synchronic analysis, however, a cannot be segmented from the initial consonant, since neither occurs in isolation; rather, they are fused into qualifying prefixes.
9 An anonymous reviewer raises the question if a theory like the present one that allows for one and the same affix to signal both derivation and specification of agreement at the same time would not be insufficiently restrictive. That this is not the case is clear from the fact that it is the rule rather than the exception that derivational affixes specify inflectional categories that are relevant for th& agreement system of the language. For-example, noun deriving suffixes in German normally also bear the information as to the gender of the resulting noi^n: -ung (fern), ~er (masc), -ion (fern), -nis (neut). Thus, on the contrary, any theory that excludes simultaneous derivation and agreement specification is too restrictive.
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beginning requires that the input of an affixation must not contain the entire output. Under the present analysis, then, Non-Redundancy is cldarly obeyed, as the prefix crucially provides additional information, namely the syntactic specification of the category adjective.
Second, there seems to be a problem concerning the order of morphological processes: the derivational operation is applied to an already inflected form, in other words, inflection occurs inside of derivation. Note, however, that the inflectional information is given again in the output of the qualifying prefix, thus it does not express merely derivation, but rather derivation and inflection. This means that derivation is still internal to inflection, since it triggers the latter to be specified along with it (see the discussion of Breton plural in 4.1 on that matter). Besides, it makes no semantic difference if a one-place predicate is categorychanged with or without agreement being specified already -in this regard, agreement clearly differs from case. Crucially, taking inflected forms as bases for derivation must be seen as immanent to the morphological system of Bantu. This was shown already for the augmentative classes, as in the examples (8 c) and (9c), where the prefix of class 12 or 13, respectively, is added to the class prefix inherent to the noun. I will return to the issue in section 4.
Possessives and ordinals as adjectives derived by qualifying prefixes
The proposed analysis gains further support by the fact that possessive 4 -pronouns also exhibit agreement with the head noun by means of the qualifying ! prefixes rather than of the concordial prefixes. This can be seen as confirming the current account, because (i) possessive pronouns, like in many other languages, morpho-syntactically behave as adjectives, and (ii) they are also derived, rather than simply marked for agreement, by the qualifying prefixes, very much like other adjectives. In this case, the bases are pronominal roots, such as nga T, lo 'it (CL5)\ Consider first the following examples: 
The prefix marks the class of the possessum (PUM)» i.e. the head noun preceding the possessive (as in n (9)-khuku ya (9)-/ 'u 'our chicken'), and is attached to a root which is inherently specified for person and gender/number of the possessor. For example, the root -nga expresses a first person singular possessor, while -lo expresses a third person possessor of class 5. The crucial point is that for virtually all classes, these roots are the bases of free personal pronouns, as shown in (20) As can be seen, the bases of the possessives are basically identical to 'free' pronoun roots, the latter being prefixed by /-instead. I therefore assume that zadds the specification of a pronoun replacing a DP, [+D, +MAX] , to these pronominal roots, while possessive pronouns are derived from the same roots by adding a qualifying prefix. 11 This can be represented as in (21) 'their* (CL 6 possessor marked for agreement with CL 1 possessum) (21 c) states that a qualifying prefix applied to a pronominal root (21 a) yields an adjectival pronoun with the agreement requirement <CL 1> for the head noun, i. e. the possessum. As is clear from the feature specifications, the entry for qualifying prefixes proposed in (16) above can be applied to pronouns without any further modification.
Ordinal numbers, too, have qualifying rather than C9ncordial prefixes. They are derived from cardinal numbers by the noun prefix id- (Watkins 1937:116;  see (11) above), and subsequently get their adjectival specification. The derivational analysis thus straightforwardly extends to ordinals.
While the adjectival behaviour of ordinals is not surprising, it should be recalled that cardinal numbers, by contrast, are inflected with concordial prefixes (see (11) above). Why is it that the two uses of numbers are treated differently in terms of categories and inflection? This is sufficiently motivated by the different semantic function of both:
Cardinal numbers do not predicate their cardinality to each individual of the noun phrase referent, nor do they count individuals. Rather, as Löbner (1988: 55 f) argues, they count predications in the sense that, for example, three children are playing states that the meaning of play can be predicated three times over an individual of the kind referred to by child (ren). Not modifying the head noun alone, their composition into semantics is different form the one of adjectives.
Ordinal numbers, by contrast, assign the property of being the n-th, according to a given counting procedure, to the referent of the head noun and thus predicate over it in the familiar way. Thus there is good reason for ordinal numbers, but not for cardinals, to be treated morphologically as adjectives.
Note that both the relative marker and the demonstrative pronouns do not take qualifying prefixes. An example of the former is given in (11) above; the latter take various special sets of agreement prefixes. This can be accounted for by characterising these word classes as functional categories: introducing a subordinate clause, relative markers are complementizers (syntactically C°), whereas demonstratives are instances of D° (or DEM 0 ). Therefore, both word classes, rather than being lexical roots, are functional categories, from which no adjectives can be derived. (Formally, this might be achieved by specifying a feature [-f(unctional) j in the input of (16).)
In sum, I have motivated in this subsection which categories have and which categories do not have qualifying prefixes. Moreover, I have accounted for the fact that the bases which they select are generally non-adjectival by proposing a uniform derivational analysis.
Two types of Chichewa adjectives
Next to the pre-prefixing Type B discussed so far, there is another type of adjectives in Chichewa and Nyanja, called Type A or type one, that has only one prefix, namely the 'qualifying' one: (22) ci-mangua ca-bwino (Stump 1993b : 174) 7-maize 7-good 'good maize* As (22) shows, the adjective ca-bwino does not contain the concordial prefix ci-for the noun class in question. As far as the problem of Non-Redundancy is concerned, these adjectives can be ignored, since there is simply no affix repetition. However, a proper analysis of qualifying prefixes should be able to motivate when they do and when they do not co-occur with concordial prefixes. Therefore, I would like to argue in the following that the full adjectival specification can be assigned to both [+V] stems (Type B) and to [+N] roots (Type A).
As with Type B roots, illustrated in (13) The examples suggest that Type A roots are not fully specified with respect to their syntactic category, in a way similar to the Type B roots, illustrated in (13) and (14) above. This allows us to stick to the derivational analysis developed so far: the qualifying prefixes can attach either to stems inflected for agreement, as was described for Type B, or to bare roots of Type A.
At this point, the question arises as to the core behind this distinction; are there any common properties for each type? The following characteristics (albeit somewhat speculative) seem to hold for Type A:
If we look at the meanings associated with these roots, we find concepts such as 'good', 'reticent', 'innocent', 'frail', 'famous'. Most of them contain an evaluative component. Some items are not used as verbs (e. g. -m biri 'many, famous', -buli 'innocent', -bwino 'good', -yazi Open'). Finally, Type A is always used if adjectives are derived from genuine nouns, which is, according to Watkins (I.e.: 109) and Sam Mchombo (personal communication), a generally available strategy in Chichewa, without any derivational morphology being required. I conclude that Type A roots differ from Type B roots in the characterisation as nominal rather than verbal. This leads us to the following analysis in terms of syntactic features and semantic properties:
-Type A roots have the categorial specification [+N] . Adding a qualifying prefix yields the category of adjectives, [+N, + V]. Being nominal and often of highly abstract meaning, these roots do not require a concordial prefix, since there is no open individual argument to which the predicate must necessarily be assigned in order to be properly interpreted. Formally, this is correctly predicted by the specification [+N], which does not match the input of (12). As a consequence, adjectives of Type A exhibit only one prefix, the qualifying one.
-Type B roots, on the other hand, are [+V] . Verbal affixes can assign the full specification of verbs to them, i.e. [+V, and qualifying prefixes provide the specification of adjectives, [+V, +N] . Being predicates with a rather concrete semantics, such as a dimensional one, a proper interpretation is only possible with respect to an individual ("tall for what?"). Often, they encode properties characteristic of a particular species (unripe, female, tall) . It is for these reasons, I assume, that is in order to specify a potential individual referent, that [+V] items are prefixed with an agreement marker both in their inchoative use as verbs (achieved by means of verbal suffixes), or before their stative use as adjectives is fixed by a qualifying prefix. 12 The nominalis^r M-, by contrast, which turns these roots into nouns referring to the property itself, applies to the root rather than to the stem inflected for agreement.
It is because of these two different types of lexical roots that the input of the qualifying prefixes in the representation given in (16) was not constrained to either [ -f N] or [+V] categories, as these prefixes select both verbal stems, in the case of pre-prefixed Type B adjectives, and nominal roots, in the case of Type A adjectives.
Finally, it is also explained why adjectives of Type B, as opposed to those of Type A, are first prefixed with the concordial prefix instead of only exhibiting the qualifying prefix, that is why forms like ka-ka-kulu and la-li-kulu are preferred over *ka-kulu and *la-kulu. Under the proposed account» there are two reasons: first, Type B roots match the input specification [+V] of (12); see also (25) below. Second, their predicative nature requires a specification of a potential individual referent.
As an anonymous reviewer points out, a requirement for predicative roots to take inflection prior to word formation as assumed here is clearly not a universal, but rather a language-specific one. Therefore, one might reject an explanation based on this assumption as an ad hoc device. However, as we have seen already at the end of 3.2, we obviously face a more general, systemimmanent property of the morphology of Chichewa (and of other Bantu languages as wdl) here: the noun is prefixed according to its inherent gender before further being derived by a diminutive or augmentative class prefix, such as the augmentative prefixes ka-and ti-in (8 c) and (9 c), which yield noun class 12 (singular) and 13 (plural), respectively. In fact, it is this behaviour that has led to the term pre-prefixation in the literature on Bantu, of which the adjectives discussed here are only one case. Moreover, a look at other languages reveals that we have to do with a typological option that is anything but uncommon. The discussion of Breton and Archi in 4.1 and 4.3, respectively, will highlight the well-noticed fact that word formation can refer to inflected stems.
Representations revised: an alternative feature analysis
To conclude my analysis of Chichewa adjectival pre-prefixes, I would like to show that the account presented here in terms of the traditional major category features [±N, ± Vj easily transfers into, and in fact lends further support to, a recent alternative proposal for the feature specification of lexical categories. Presenting arguments based on ontology, markedness, and asymmetries in derivations, Wunderlich (1996c) 13 Unlike qualifying prefixes, the nominalising prefix u-never co-occurs with concordial prefixes (cf. the examples in (13)). This fact, which was ignored in (15), can be accounted for by stating in the input that u-selects a stem without an agreement specification, e. g. in terms of an input feature [-AGR]* (Besides, tue output of w-is [-art, -dep] under the present feature analysis.) This proposal would also extend to the verbal suffixes, which are always added to the root prior to concordial prefixes, as the placement of other prefixes such as tense markers clearly shows.
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The pre-prefixed adjectives forms analysed in this section, then, can be glossed more accurately as in (26), where nc stands for the class prefix of the noun, AUG for augmentative, ADJ for derivation into an adjective, and CD for prefixes of the concord set: (26) a. ka-n-khuku ka-ka-kulu 12AUG-9NC-chicken 12ADJ-12cD-large 'a large chicken' b. pa-sukulu pa-pa-kulu 16NC-school 16ADJ-16cD-large 'at a large school' It should be mentioned that the occurrence of both prefixes on adjectives is also found in other Bantu languages, such as Yao. In this language, "the majority of itfidjective stems are prefixed with [a] double-prefix series." (Whiteley 1966:29 f) ." ts systematic use in these languages clearly shows that the phenomenon of idjective pre-prefixation is by no means a marginal one: rather than reflecting a ransitional stage (as the externalisation cases of section 2), it is obligatory where ύ occurs, and deserves a treatment within the core grammar, as I have tried to provide in this section. In sum, we were able to improve on the analysis by Stump (1993b) , where undant agreement information is explicitly admitted. Applying the concept f i of underspecified stems, I have argued that the Non-Redundancy principle is * perfectly respected in Bantu adjective pre^prefixing. Under the derivation analysis developed here in detail, the prefixes known as 'qualifying' do not v merely repeat gender class information but rather specify the category features * of an adjective and therefore add new information.
Analyses of further apparent violations of Non-Redundancy
This section treats several specific word structures where, in contrast to the Bantu pre-prefixes, two identical affixes do not differ in specification, but still differ in their function. I will start with a phenomenon that has received some attention in the recent literature.
'double plurals' in Breton diminutives
The matter of double plural in Breton is a complex one and involves various kinds of morphological exponents, such as irregular plural stems with a regular plural suffix, or compounds with both members being marked for plural. Although an adequate account of the double plural would require a thorough study of the full range of phenomena, 14 1 will confine myself to diminutives here, as only these involve the repetition of the same affix. Besides, there seem to be less idiosyncrasies here than with other instances of double plural. For more discussion on the latter, concerning particularly the validity of the Elsewhere Condition, the reader is referred to Stump (1989) .
Breton has a regular type of noun inflection involving affix repetition, as (27) illustrates. (The data in this section are due to Press 1986 , Stephens 1993 and Stump 1989 As (28) shows, there is another plural marker in addition to -ou in the language, namely -ed. This suffix is by and large reserved for animate nouns, while inanimates usually exhibit -ou in the plural (Press 1986 : 66ff, Stephens 1993 . The dimension of animacy reflects a noun-inherent distinction, comparable to a gender class. In other words, although Breton, like most other Indo-European languages, has grammatical gender in terms of masculine and feminine, every noun is also inherently specified for the grammatical feature [+animate] , and this specification determines the choice of the plural allomorph. 15 As it happens, some nouns are also assigned their plural suffix arbitrarily; for example, the plural forms of tad 'father', mab 'son' are tadoü, mabou, rather than *taded, *mabed y as one should expect from their semantic animacy. Note, however, that idiosyncrasies of this type are characteristic of any gender system, as is immediately obvious from sex-based gender languages such as French, Russian, or German. For example, any account that wants to state the relation between sex and morphological gender feature has to cope with the fact that German Weib 'wife; woman (contemptuously)' is specified as [-fern] , in spite of its semantics containing the information FEMALE(x). The crucial point * is that there is a default correspondence (often only holding for a core domain of jthe noun inventory, such as the denomination of persons) Which guarantees that x the absence of any more specific lexical information, a noun such as German Stute ft mare', being 'FEMALE', will be [4-feminine], or Swahili -toto 'child', :>eing 'HUMAN', will be [+human] (= class 1) (see Ortmann 1998 and •eferences there) . Similarly, a Breton noun referring to a semantically animate >bject, such as oan 'lamb', is per default going to be [+animate] , and a noun •eferring to a semantically inanimate object, such as bag 'boat', is going to be -animate] per default. Exceptions such as mab 'son' are idiosyncratically specified as [animate] though containing a predicate ANIM ATE(x), much in the ilfpame way as German Weib is idiosyncratically specified as [-feminine, tlmasculine]. T. The only alternative to this treatment, in fact advocated for in Stump (1991) , would be to assign a diacritic feature to each noun (or at least to nouns of the -marked class, given that one of the plural allomorphs is the default) to ensure the correct plural form. In other words, the choice of the correct plural suffix would have to be learned item by item, hence the generalisation in terms of animacy that is found in aU descriptions of Breton would be given up. Therefore, in my analysis, since the distribution of-erfand -oü is predictable on semantic grounds, girls, boys, birds are specified as [+animate] , and houses, boats etc. as [-animate] , while lexical exceptions are clearly allowed for.
The plural affixes, then, can be represented as in (29): (29) Breton plural suffixes: -«/:
These entries account for regular plural formation as illustrated in the second columns of (27) and (28), My representation of the plural suffixes corresponds to the one in Stump (1989:263) at least in so far as -edis treated as the more specific and -ou as the more general form. As far as the second marker in double plurals with diminutives is concerned, only the more general plural suffix -ou can occur here, not the [+animate] plural -ed, irrespective of the noun's inherent animacy value, as is clear from the ungrammaticality of forms like *oan-ed-ig-ed 'lambkins*. This asymmetry gives us the first clue towards the analysis of the forms involving affix repetition: it is not repetition as such which is required in diminutive plurals, but rather the realisation of one certain specification, as I will argue.
A clarification of the status of diminutive morphology is in order here: it is common for diminutive formation to change some inherent feature specification of the noun. In German, for example, the diminutive suffix -chen changes noun sterns of any gender invariably into neuter: Mann 'man* masculine -Männchen 'man (DIM)' neuter. The suffix -chen is therefore to be regarded as derivational rather than inflectional (a view also taken by Anderson 1992: 80), the crucial difference being that inflection can only add information rather than change a value once specified, and thus is subject to monotonicity, whereas derivational processes are able to overwrite feature values. This point has also been made in the recent literature on word formation* for example in Lieber (1992) . Developing her theory of feature percolation, Lieber states: "In derivational word formation the value for a feature of a head morpheme will supersede or override that of an inner morpheme. Features from inflectional morphemes can never override features from their bases, but can only fill in values unspecified in the categorial signature of their bases. Inflectional word formation is therefore additive in a way that derivational word formation and compounding are not." (Lieber 1992: 112) .
The potential of diminutive formation to override feature specifications and its status as .derivational gives us the second clue how to account for the double plural, or more precisely, for the outer token of the plural suffix. It is obvious aüd has often been noted that inflectional information is generally specified outside of derivation (Greeaberg (1963: 93) ; see also Anderson (1992: 77) , Haspelmath (1993: 291 f) and references therein); this is even respected if the information is already given inside of the derivation. 16 Obviously, the reason is that the 16 The best-known version of this observation is Greenberg's (1963: 93) Universal 28: "If both the derivation and the inflection follow the root, or they both precede the root, the derivation is always between the root and the inflection." Similarly, arguing for his exterualisation-ofrinflection analysis (see section 2 above), Haspelmath (1993:291) states: "Mostlinguists would agree that something like the well-known principle in (20) is at work here. (20) The inflection-outside-.derivation principle: A morphologically complex word is preferred if its inflectional affixes are further away from the root than its derivational affixes."
inflectional information has to be visible in the syntax, for checking procedures such as agreement, and feature-changing morphology is opaque for percolation into syntax. Hence repetition of an affix following a category-changing affix cannot be redundant, as the information given by the first token is not transmitted to the specification associated with the resulting word structure. We have seen another example that can be traced to this 'visibility requirement of word structure', as one might call it, in the previous section: in Chichewa diminutive formation, the noun inherent number/gender is signaled prior to the diminutive or augmentative class prefix, which changes the class membership. Hence number is specified overtly by the latter prefixes although being marked by the inner noun prefix already.
If we can motivate that diminutive formation in Breton is in fact also feature changing, like in many other languages, and thus a derivational operation, we >can account for the presence of a second plural suffix by.the requirement that i inflectional information relevant for the syntax should follow derivation. In an account along these lines we should be able to state which information is changed by the suffix -ig. As opposed to German -chen, it is not the gender specification that is overwritten in Breton diminutives; the values masculine or feminine are unchanged (Hemon 1975: 27) . What other feature could it be then?
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The different plural formations in (27) vs. (28) indicate that it is the feature [-animate] which is affected by Breton diminutive formation: as -ou generally attaches to [-animate] nouns, I propose that exactly this is the output •5 specification of -ig. One might object that an analysis along these lines has a 1 strong flavour of circularity: a particular plural form, viz. -ou, is observed; its presence is explained by the feature-changing potential of the preceding diminutive suffix; but the feature that is changed only plays a role for the choice ofthat particular plural form. It may seem that this feature could just as well be referred to as [± ou], or [ ± 265], as a reviewer notes. However, the crucial point for the analysis is that there is a default correspondence such that in the absence 17 Stump (1989:271) also points out the special status of'evaluative' morphology (i. e. diminutives and augmentatives, often implying endearment or contempt) in various languages. As far as the derivational or inflectional status of Breton -ig is concerned, he is not decided in this paper, while in his (1991) article he characterises -ig as derivational; however, he does not state which feature specification it derives. This indicates that the matter is not a trivial one. In fact, his (1993 a) article is entirely dedicated to the issue of evaluative morphology. Although, crucially, he finds that it "may modify one or more of the morphosyntactic feature specifications of the base" (1. c.: 12), he emphasises the feature preserving character of evaluative morphology throughout the paper. Consequently, he draws on the fact that -ig leaves the value for [± feminine] unchanged; however, no new analysis of Breton diminutive plurals is provided. For a criticism of his (1991) account see below.
of any more specific lexical information, a noun referring to a semantically animate individual is going to be [+animate] (or [ 4-265] , if we were to prefer this feature). Likewise, a noun referring to a semantically inanimate object is going to be [-animate] (or [-265]) . Therefore, whatever feature we choose for this purpose, it will be just as adequate as [±masculine] or [± feminine] are in their domains, for which latter features it seems uncontroversial to assume that they are overwritten by a diminutive suffix.
The solution in terms of [± animate], then, immediately accounts for the ban against ed as diminutive plural. Recall that only the suffix -ou can occur here, while the [+animate] plural -ed is impossible, though it would be expected otherwise. Moreover, this solution also relates Breton to diminutive formation in other languages, where (often semantically based) information inherent to the noun is overwritten too, as for example noun class in Bantu or gender in German. Just like -chen derives neuter out of masculine in Männchen 'man (DIM), or Chichewa ka-derives class 12 out of class 9 in ka-n-khuku 'chicken (AUGM)', -fg derives [-animate] . Assuming a [-animate] specification for diminutives of animates is thus no more arbitrary than stating that Männchen out Mann is no longer masculine.
In a way, the feature change imposed by the diminutive formation can even be considered as conceptually motivated, rather than simply arbitrary. To use once more German diminutives for comparison, in Söhnchen 'son (DIM)', the referent's being male is less focused on than in Sohn 'son'; likewise, Töchterchen 'daughter (DIM)' does not focus on the female sex of the referent to the same extent as Tochter 'daughter' does. At least in a pragmatic sense, these properties are less important than the component of endearment expressed by the diminutive, which the grammar of German reflects by the fact that the base form are masculine and feminine, respectively, and the corresponding diminutives are neutralised to neuter. What this means for Breton is that for the diminutive oanig, the semantic animacy of the lamb is considered less crucial than for the base form oan, hence the feature [+animacy] is neutralised by the diminutive.
We can therefore formulate the following representation for the Breton diminutive marker:
The input does not require a specification for animacy, since nouns of either value are allowed (as well as adjectives, hence [-art], as introduced in 3.5; for the feature [+max] see below). The output, however, states that a diminutive noun has the value [-animate], which results in a change in the case of [+animate] roots such as oan 'lamb'. This entry correctly predicts the choice of -ou as the only available plural suffix, since the output is incompatible with the input specification [+animate] of -ed m the representation in (29). Moreover, it explicitly states the feature-changing potential of the Breton diminutive.
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The representation for -ig proposed here crucially differs from the ones given in Stump (1989 Stump ( ,1991 in that in the latter no reference is made to the feature [+animate] . For this reason, the choice of ou has to be stipulated in order to predict -ou rather than -ed as the plural of diminutives. Consequently, Stump (1991:690,697) proposes a 'STCPULATED AFFIX SOLUTION' stating that the output of diminutive formation be marked with the following specification:
(31) Stump's (1991) 'STIPULATED AFFIX SOLUTION': [PL-SUFFIX: -ou] This solution, as its name suggests, merely restates the facts. Moreover, it ignores the different properties of the two plural suffixes. Accounting, by contrast, for the choice of -ou by assuming that the value for animäcy is changed in diminutive formation, as it is proposed here, seems better motivated, since it parallels the effect of Breton -ig to evaluative morphology in German and the Bantu languages.
A further consequence of the present proposal is that the second plural affix is not only licensed by the intervening derivation and the visibility requirement, it is also informative (albeit in an informal sense), in so far as the value for animacy is in the first suffix potentially specified improperly with respect to the value of the resulting word form.
Having motivated the second token of the plural marker, we can now also explain why the first token is obligatory too, that is, why bag-oü-ig-oü and oan-ed-ig-oü are preferred over *bag-ig-ou and *oan-ig-ou. Formally, this is achieved by restricting the input of the diminutive suffix to [+max] in (30) . This feature simply notes that a morphological form is 'complete' and can be projected into the syntax (Wunderlich & Fäbri 1996: 260) . The suffix -ig, then, rather than selecting a root, selects a word form, which renders a number specification necessary.
18 Breton diminutive formation thus involves inflection prior to word formation, a widespread typological option (see Booij 1994 Booij ,1998 Rainer 1996) , of which Chichewa pre-prefixation was shown to be another instance in the previous section.
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It is important to note that in Breton the application of derivation to inflected forms is not just a property to be stipulated for diminutives. This can be seen from noun-to-verb derivation by means of the suffix -aas illustrated in (32) 'birds' 'to hunt for birds'
As (32) shows, it is a more general property of derivational morphology in Breton to select words ([-f max]) rather than roots. Although Stump (1993a: 20) observes this property of Breton, no connection to it is drawn in his analysis of the diminutive plural in the same language. Similarly, inflectional morphology being internal to evaluative morphology is by no means restricted to Breton, as Stump (1993a: off) demonstrates (nevertheless, in his analysis, this observation plays no role either). Recall from the Chichewa examples in 3.1 that both diminutive and augmentative prefixes select nouns with their gender/number prefix (see also footnote 17).
Note finally that the latter observation indicates that the claim made by Scalise (1984: 131-35) on the basis of data from Italian is not tenable from a cross-linguistic point of view. Scalise holds that evaluative suffixes, though external with respect to other derivational affixes, are always internal to all inflection. But it is evident from the discussion of the examples from languages as diiferent as Chichewa, Breton and Archi (see 4.3) that evaluative morphology as well as other derivational operations are often applied to inflected forms. See Stump (1993a) for a thorough criticism of Scalise. 19 Note that this typological option calk for a slight revision of Greenberg-Universal 28 (or the 'inflection-outside^derivation principle'; both quoted in footnote 16), which 1 Used above in order to motivate the additional function of the outer token of an inflectional affix in cases of repetition. Obviopsly, such a principle cannot be conceived of as banning all inflection inside derivation. Rather, it should rule out a structure * Rainer (1996) for a discussion of some refinements of Universal 28 into this direction.
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My treatment of affix repetition in Breton diminutive plural marking, then, can be summarised as follows: First, [± animate], an inflectional feature inherent to the noun, can be changed by the diminutive suffix. Second, an inflectional category, viz. number, is already specified 'inside' of the feature-changing, hence derivational, diminutive. This reflects a common language-specific option: in Breton, the bases for diminutive formation and other derivational operations are inflected forms ([+max] ). Third, if word formation interferes with inflection, appropriate specifications for syntactically relevant inflectional features have to be given Outside' in order to be visible in the syntax, regardless of whether or not they are marked inside of the derivational affixation already.
While the additional Outer' token of the affix was traced back to this visibility requirement, it has not yet been sufficiently characterised under which specific conditions inflection can occur inside of derivation. A first restriction is proposed in Booij (1994 Booij ( , 1996 . Booij finds that it is only one subtype of inflectional categories, comprising number, comparative and tense, that feeds t word formation. He names this subtype 'inherent' inflection, as opposed to 'contextual' inflection, which comprises definiteness and agreement. 'Inherent' inflectional categories are to be interpreted with regard to the properties of the referential object and are therefore closer to derivation than 'contextual' inflection. Given this distinction, it is not unnatural for number to feed derivation; in fact, interactions with word formation are expected. Breton thus fits into the picture, and so does Bantu, where number inflection is fused with overt gender (the noun classes), the latter also being an 'inherent' category of nouns in the present sense. I will return to the issue at the end of 4.3. (Petursson 1978 · 77 ). An analysis that assumes affix repetition as in (34) seems therefore highly implausible. Such idiosyncratic behaviour is expected, on the other hand, with fusions of several categories into one morpheme, since fusion by itself is an idiosyncrasy to be learned for each item (just like, for example, with English ain 't, won , gonna) . I therefore assume, following Spencer and Petursson, that the suffixed definite article is not segmented into a definiteness suffix and another suffix for case, number and gender; rather, it should be analysed as a fusion of all four categories. The forms dalirnir and hestarnir are thus to be segmented as in (35) It is obvious that the second suffix is more specific than the first, and the complex word structure thus perfectly obeys Non-Redundancy. This analysis expands to the whole paradigm. Icelandic definite inflection, then, constitutes a case where the information" associated with two inflectional markers overlaps, but as the second one specifies an additional feature, strict monotonicity is respected.
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Ift the following, I discuss two examples of affix repetition from Caucasian languages.
Archi emphatic pronouns
Archi belongs to the Lezgian subgroup of the Dagestan branch of the North-East Caucasian languages. Corbett (1991:108) provides some examples of the emphatic possessive pronoun, which is marked for noun class agreement, here class I (basically for male human) and class II (female human), respectively 22 21 A very similar case of partial repetition of an inflectional specification is the Amharic present In this language, next to the simple imperfect paradigm there is another paradigm, the so-called compound imperfect, which involves the sufSxation of an inflected auxiliary alia 'be (there)'. In this paradigm, the information of the simple imperfective affixes (basically prefixes) regarding person, number and gender is repeated by the suffixed auxiliary in several forms of the 'compound' paradigm. Thus, there is 'simple' dsabr ISO-break and snsabr iPL-break next to 'compound' ssäbrallähu Iso-break-be.lSG and snsäbrallän iPL-break-be.lPL (Leslau 1995: 341 ff; Mona Tamrat, personal communication) . However, there is no doubt that the suffixed auxiliary contributes an additional inflectional specification, namely sentence mood. This is clear from the fact that the simple imperfective form (i. e., the one without the suffixed auxiliary) is restricted to negative and subordinate environments (Leslau 1995:302-310) . In order to realise present tense in the main clause, the compound imperfect is required-Therefore, the latter form, rather than repeating the entire output of the 'simple' affixation, conveys some feature like [+main clause] or [4-affirmative] in addition to the agreement information.
22 Corbett segments the form as d-asa-r-ej-r~u-tu-r, where he assumes asa as the root. In fact, though, the root is -(a)s, to which o-C7-w, an emphatic marker with an infixed class marker, is attached (cf. Kibrik 1994: 3200- In these apparently amazing examples, the agreement affixes for nominal class show up on the emphatic possessive pronoun no less than four times. One occurrence in each example is affected by a phonological alternation: d-is the prefix variant of r, and w is not realised on the surface in final position but should be assumed as underlying (see its overt realisation in the Avar example in the following subsection). In order to comment on the redundancy status of the four affix tokens we have to point out the exact morphological structure that is associated with these word forms. The following is based on Kibrik (1994:320 f):
The personal pronoun -(a)s is the root of the complex. The nomina*· tive/absolutive form of this personal pronoun is zon, of which is or as, respectively, is the genitive. What is remarkable about Archi and other Caucasian languages is that oblique pronouns (genitive and dative) show agreement With the absolutive argument of a clause. This brings about the first token of the agreement affix, that is the prefix, \yhich has the agreement specification of the class of the head noun, t anna in (37 a).
To this pronominal stem an emphatic marker O^CL-W, containing an infixed class marker (glossed as 'CL'), is attached. Thus we fiad zon-a-CL-u myself, with the genitive CL-as-a-CL-u Of myself, Emphasis of the possessor can be made even stronger by the additional suffix ey-CL-u, again with an infixed class marker. Note that the final vowel -u of the first emphatic marker a-CL-u is left out when adjacent to another vowel. The fact that both emphatic markers introduce a further agreement slot must be seen as immanent to the morphological system: it is a property of focus markers, such as 'also' and Only', in the Dagestan languages to be marked for agreement, again with the absolutive argument. 23 Finally, the complex emphatic pronoun is derived into an adjective by means of an attributive marker, namely the derivational suffix -tu. Being an adjective, the whole form bears a final agreement suffix. We can thus propose the word structure in (38):
II-PRÖN(GEN)-SELF-II -EMPH(II) -ATTR-
23 I am grateful to Martin Häspelmath for pointing this out to me. Another example of a function word that is marked for agreement with the absolutive* is the category of interrogative pronouns such as Svhere* in Avar; see Comrie (1981: 208 Note that for person-denoting derived noun stems (chiefly agent nouns), the choice of the prefix-suffix-combination corresponds to the sex and number of the denoted person (s): kasf 'to foretell' -am-kasf (M) '(male) foreteller' -t-am-kasf-t (F) '(female) foreteller'.. On the other haod, for noii-person-denoting derived noun stems (often nouns of action), the choice of the prefix-suffixcombination, and hence the instantiation of grammatical gender, is lexically fixed: hbl 'to become silly' -l-hbal (M) 'silliness' vs. Is 'to dress' -m-lsiw-t (F) 'dressing'. Obviously, we here deal with an idiosyncratic behaviour of the kind that is often observed with derivational morphology. It is natural to conclude, then, that the affixation of the nominal gender/number affixes *-, -r, etc. implies the potential of a category-change from verb to noun. The appropriate specification of each prefix and suffix involves the specification [+N 9 -V] in additi'oa to the values for [+fem,+plj. Therefore, the redundant prefix-suffix-combinations are derivational rather than inflectional. Being derivational, these affixations are not subjected to the principle of Non-Redundancy.
Recall from section 1 that no claim is made that redundant affixation does not occur at all in natural language morphology. All that is claimed in this paper is that inflectional morphology is constrained in this respect. Note that this distinction is ajiything but an arbitrary decision of the present theory; in fact, there is good reason to assume that inflection and derivation are subject to 27 It will be noticed that some of the derivations shpwn here are accompanied by an internal vowel change. These changes, however, are ignored throughout this section because they are not necessarily involved in derivations. For example, the verbal base kasf s to foretell* does not undergo a change in either a~kasf(nonn of action) or am-kasf (M), t-am-kast (F) (agent nouns). different principles: whereas the former incrementally specifies functional categories that are relevant for semantic individuation and for the syntax, the latter typically changes information of the stem it selects. Therefore, a monotonous increase of information is characteristic of inflection, but cannot be a property of derivation due to the very nature of this component: the capacitiy of overwriting information renders an economy principle such as NonRedundancy implausible for derivation.
-It is hoped that the various cases treated in this article give an impression of how affix repetition can be dealt with in an approach that is based on minimalist assumptions about inflectional morphology. The study by Stolz (1992: 676 ff) pust also be mentioned, where lots of further examples of repetition of inflectional information can be found. However, hardly any of these examples feature more than one token of the same affix, so no affix repetition is involved. Rather, what Stolz names 'doppelte Flexion' and discusses .at much length is the grammaticalisation of inflection where (part of) the information is already realised by another affix closer to the stem.
Conclusion
Although the repetition of an inflectional affix within one single word is not too common a strategy in morphology, it is found in quite a few languages. Where it occurs, however, it is at a closer look subjected to very specific conditions and, crucially, explicable in terms of system-immanent properties of inflection and -their interaction with word formation. In fact, the intervention of word formation in inflection has turned out to be the major source of affix repetition, . This shows the correctness of the claim of current theoretical approaches to inflection, most explicitly in Wunderlich & Fabri's (1996) Minimalist Morphology, that affixes are not iterated within the mere inflectional component of grammar.
As I have shown in detail, the individual cases are heterogeneous and each case should be seen as immanent to the morphological system. Affix repetition is thus no general inflectional pattern as such. There is one type of affix repetition that can be regarded as marginal. It is occasionally found in unstable transitional stages in the externalisation of inflectional morphology and involves the category of case in so-called 'hybrid' forms.
The more systematic types were analysed by disambiguating the function of each token of the repeated affix. In the case of Bantu pre-prefixed adjectives, the two tokens belong to different sets of prefixes. I have argued at length that 'qualifying' prefixes derive the category of adjectives and thus, although repeating already given information, crucially supply new information. One supposed case of repetition, to wit Icelandic definite noun inflection, was analysed as involving a less specific suffix and a more specific fused suffix rather than three suffixes two of which are identical. Besides, the phenomenon of an identical prefix and suffix in Avar participles was attributed to syntactically distinct agreement controllers of the two, namely the relativised constituent and the head noun of the entire attributive construction.
Where two affixes are literally identical (that is, both in their phonological form and in their feature contents), their presence usually comes about as the result of derivation from, or compounding of, inflected stems. This was demonstrated by the Breton 'double plural* in diminutive formation on the one hand, which was analysed as a feature-changing derivational suffix, and by emphatic possessive pronouns in Archi on the other hand.
The fact that word formation is typically involved in affix repetition led us to the more general point that only inflection realised outside of derivation can percolate into the syntax; inflection inside derivation is invisible. As a consequence, the repetiton of an affix following a category-changing affix is, rather than being redundant, forced by a visibility requirement of word structure. If further research were to succeed in elaborating and formalising this concept it is likely that most cases of affix repetition could be formally reduced to it.
Other types of possibly redundant affixation should be investigated, since after all, the validity of Non-Redundancy is an empirical issue. For example, it may turn out that repetition in terms of feature specification, as addressed by Anderson (1992:132ff) or Halle & Marantz (1993) , is more challenging for the principles mentioned at the beginning than phonological identity of affixes.Â s far as the multiple occurrence of affixes is concerned, however, none of the examples discussed provides reason to weaken tlie principle of Non-Redundancy; rather, it can be maintained as it was proposed. In other words, the status of Non-Redundancy is not that of a violable constraint, but rather that of an inviolable principle applying to inflection, thus imposing a desirable restriction oo the generative capacity of morphology. This result supports the view that strong claims in linguistic theory are useful for explicit, economical analyses and for a closer understanding of apparently problematic morphological data.
